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PRE -A PPEA L BRIEF REQUEST F OR REVIEW 



Pursuant to United Slates Parent ana Trademark OEEce OG Nonces: 12 July 2005 - New 
Pre-Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program, a request for a review of identified matters on 
appeal is hereby submitted with the Notice of Appeal Review of these identified .matters by a 
panel of e> sei psesied be je is of record are ck not proper and arc 

without basis, in view of a Near legal or factual deficiency in ' rejections. \ rights to address 
additional matters pps ly s sequent appeal brief e ereby eserved 

Claims 1-4, 6-12, 14, 15, 30-35, and 38-43 are now pending, with claim 1 being 
independent. Claims 1-4, 6-12, 14, 15, 30-35, and 38-43 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
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claims. 
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updated stored data, and reprocessing the message based on the security condition. 
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reprocessed. 
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recategorizing die security condition of the message based on the updated stored data, and 

reprocess . curda condition). 
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Applicant : Umn Sutton et aL Utoracy's Docket No 06975-21 100] Networks 

VraJ V- 

Filed : Ja«»arv 31.2002 
Pigs : 4 m 

reflects the sndeternunale state by tracking a location of the message, inspecting at least one 
>ther i ! - - > t i - > " _ * - < 

security coi he essag bus . e Uted stored t en x ss \t 

message based on the security condition. 

Moreover, Gotten at col. 4, lines 46-58 describes, for example, a detection and removal 
center 43. The detection and removal center 43 cither generates SPAM ID signatures 44 to be 
iset \ i stems to iden.ttf> es received or removes SPAM 

' v ^ t »! i 1 v< i i s < -o i ^ t - s >ee\e t e cvUnOe > 

und to i m -G •, i viVr a message - vx nev ^ a oeei.rp eo ^ m \ 
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detection and removal center 43 is disclosed as merely performing a single detection arid 
removal process to generate SPAM ID signatures or a spamiess e-mail stream. 

FiHthermore, coi, 3, lines 46-58, referred to by t ie &&\ isoi y ac do g de ->» s i bes detecting 
the presence of SPAM when the system observes the same text included in multiple e-mail 
messages sent to different e-mail addresses. The advisory action states that "the messages are 
monitored b> ispec ng eas > cms ge[s ubaet e * he message in eaestio 
Advisory action at page 2. However, this categorization of col. 3, lines 46-58 is incorrect. 
Rather, this cited portion of Gotten indicates that the text of the messages is monitored to 
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other message subsequent to the processing of the message, updating the stored data to indicate 
curacies . c- e t it ! >a^t< , * >x ^ uviL. > ir^^t 
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rtiessage based on the security condition, as recited in claim 1 . 
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the Examiner has not made a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Accordingly, die 
rej viinn cfcia 1 , 5 d i \ depc; t ; c i , s 2-4, o _ ! 4 ; " 13. should he- u hhd ; w i 

For at least the reasons noted above, die rejections of record are clearly improper and 
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